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On Topic, Pronoun, and Agreement in 

Chichewa 

by 

Joan Brcsnan and Sam A* Mchombo^ 

Typologists have maintained that graiamatical agreement systems evolve 
historically from the morphological mcorporation of pronouns mto verbs or 
nominal heads,' and it has also been claimed that there is no clear dividing 
Ime between gramn:atical agreement, such as subject-verb agreement, and 
incorporated pronominal anaphora to ??. copic.^ Current theories of Jcraal 
grammatical structure provide little insight into the nature of grammatical 
and anaphoric agreement, why they are 8o closely related, and what signifi- 
cant differences there are between them. As we will show in this study, there 
is substantial synchronic evidence of the close relation between grammatical 
and imaphoric agreement even within the grammatical structures of a single 
language. But, as we will also show, it is possible to predict clear syntactic 
differences between a grammatical agreement marker and a morphologically 
incorDorated anaphoric pronoun. What is required is a theory of grammat- 
ical fiinctions that mtegrates the properties of argument functions, such as 
subject and object, and discourse functions such as topic and focus. This 
study is a step towzuxi developing such a theory within the overall framework 
of the lexical-functional theory of grammar. 

1 The Object Mariner at an Incorporated PronoTm 

Chichewa,^ like other Bantu languages, shows both subject and object agree- 
ment m its verbal morphology. In finite verb forms the subject marker (SM) 
is obligatory, while the single object marker (OM) is optional.* 

^We are {[Titefnl for the lapport of the Center for tbe Stady of Lldsh&s^ xnd Infonnition 
It Stanford Univcnity. THis paper U extracted from Dreinan and Mcbombo to appear. 

'See Greenber$ 1977, 1978, Gxvdn 1976, Wald 1979, and, for qnalificattoni and criticUm, 
Cbafe 1977, Moravctik 1978, Rnisell 1984. 

*Scc Giv6n 1976. 

^Cbicbei^a Is a Dantn lansna$e spoken m East Central Africa, particularly in Malawi «Jid 
lis bordering conntriei Mozambiqae, Zambia, and Zimbabwe, wbere it is also known 
u Chbyaiga. In Gnthrie'i 1967-71 claaiillcation, ChicKewa belong* to zone K la the 
iiAsle nnit N ^1, comprismg Cbmyu^a, Chiman^'anja, and ChicJiewa. 

^AU of oar exxmplet from CbicKewa art represented in Chicliewa orthograp&y, witk the 
addition of tone markmp. Fbr an explanation of the orthosraphy, see BmnaA &nd 
Mchombo to appear. Hi^h, riamj, and down»teppe4 tonet are deii^ated by ' , • , 
and \ respectively; low tones are not marled. The broad phonetic tonal transcriptions 
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(1) njiichi n-n&-lum-d alenje 

bees SM-past-bite-indic hxmters 
*The bees bit the hxmters/ 

(2) njiSchi ri-n&-wi-l\im-4 alenje 

bees SM-past-OM-bite-indic hunters 
*The bees bit them, the hunters.' 

The SM and OM show person, number, and gender of the subject and object, 
respectively. The gender classes for third person verb agreement are illus- 
trated with their conventional numbering m the fc4Iowmg table. Note that 
the OM is exactly the same form as the SM m every class but 1 and 2.* 

(3) Gender Classes for Verb Agreement 



class 


example 


gloss 


SM 


OM 


1, lA 


mlenje 


hunter 


a, u 


mu 


2 


alenje *- 


hunters 


a 


wa 


3 


mk&ngo 


lion 


u 


u 


4 


mik&ngo 


lions 


i 


i 


5 


phiri 


mountain 


li 


li 


6 


mapiri 


mountains 


a 


a 


7 


chip^wa 


hat 


chi 


chi 


8 


zip^wa 


hats 


li 


li 


9 


njdchi 


bee 


i 


i 


10 


njdchi 


bees 




21 


12 


kamw^a 


small child 


ka 


ka 


13 


ti^a 


small children 


ti 


ti 


U 


ulalo 


bridge 


u 


u 


6 


maulalo 


bridges 


a 


a 


15 


kufmba 


to smg, smgiug 


ku 


ku 


16 


pamsila 


at the market 


pa 


pa 


17 


kumudxi 


to the village 


ku 


ku 


18 


m'nydmba 


in the room 


mu 


mu 



Word order in Chichewa interacts with verb morphology in an interesting 
way. In simple transitive sentences, when there is no object marker on the 
verb, the object immediately follows the verb, while the subject may be 
reordered, as shown in (4): 

were prep&red by Jonni Kuietv& horn t&pe recordinp of &11 of the eninplet tpokea &t 
normal tpeed by Mchombo. 

'The cUss I tnd lA SM variA&t b nud before the present perfect tense muker. 
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U) a. S V O: nj\ichi ri-ni-liim-i alenje 

bees SM-past-bite-indic huntew 
*The bees bit the hunters.' 

b. V 0 S: tmiWmi alenje njiichi 

c. 0 V S: *aleuje tm&lW& njiichi 

d. V S O: *tm41iini'4 ujiiclii alenje 

e. S 0 V: *nj\ichi alenje tmiliima 

f. 0 S V: *alenje njiichi rm&liima 

But when the OM is present, all of the above orders are possible: 

(5) a. S V O: iy\ichi ti-ni-wi-l'iim-i alenje 

bees SM-past-OM-bite-mdic hunters 
*The bees bit them, the hunters.' 

b. V 0 S: tin-Awdl-iimi alenje njiichi 

c. 0 V S: alenje tin&w41->imi njiSchi 

d. V S O: tm- Aw&l'um4 njiichi alenje 

e. S 0 V: nj\Schi alenje tbiwil^iims 

f. 0 S V: alenje nj\ichi tiniwdl-iima 
These facts can be explained as follows. 

i)Ut ^ arst assume that the obligatory SM i, a th-rd Person sublet 
ag, L^nt m^er that optionally mcorporate, a subject P^T^^^^ 
rSenes, and completeness conditions °f --^^-^^^'^^f^rS. ^ 
foUowsLt the tMrd person pronomm^ m^^^^^^^^ 
and only when there is no subject NP m the phrase »^ru«ur 
subject NPs from all of the grammatical examples in (4)-(5). a pronomin 

.j?.t::rtrpo.e^^^^ 

SL\^: T^t^lies L"we have iLued the object (0) . (S) 

' '"^^UM^^^^^ that all object NPs Chiche.a are generated 
b a axed postverbal position m a VP constituent: 

•In other wordi. the lemwitic (t PRED) « rt^^ 
mailer. 
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VP - V ( NP ) ( NP ) Pf* 

(t OBJ) = 1 (I 0BJ2) = I (I OBL) = I 

Thus, a postvcrbzJ object can appear in the VP only if there is no OM on 
the verb. 

iv) Let tis moreover assume that S consists of an optional subject NP, 
a VP, and an optional topic NP, all unordered with respect to each other.^' 
To e:q)rcss the fact that the S constituents are unordered, we separate them 
hr commas in the S rule:^^ 

S ( NP ) , VP . ( NP ) 

(tSUBJ) = 1 | = i (I TOP) = 1 

Thus, the S rule allows six different orders of the subject NP, the VP, and 
the topic NP. 

v) Finally, let us assume that the grammaticized discourse functions— 
FOC(us) and T0P(ic)-univer3aIIy must satisfy an extended coherence con. 
diiion. This demands Jthat they be linked to predicate argument structure, 
either by functionally or anaphorically binding an argument." The appar- 
ent cooccurrence of OM and an object NP is thus explained as the anaphoric 
binding of an object pronoun incorporated in the verb to a topic NP in S. 

The differences between (4) and (5) follow from (i)-(v). In (4) we have 
a transitive verb but no OM. The verb's subcatcgoriration for object can be 
satisfied by the postverbal NP generated by the VP rule in (iii). This object 
has a fixed position in the VP. The subject NP generated by the S rule in (iv) 
can be reordered before or after the VP, buO not inside it. If a topic NP were 
also generated by the S rule, the extended coherence condition (v) would 
require that it be linked to the predicate argument structure. This can be 
done in Chichewa by generating an incorporated anaphoric object in the 
verb (the OM), which the topic NP anaphorically binds. The OM prevents 
having an object NP in the VP by functional uniqueness. Thus, the free- 
floating NP linked to the OM in (5) b not really an object, but a topic, as 

*Thc topic dcsi^ttci whit ii under discossion, whether previooily mentioned or a»- 
iumcd in discourse (cf. Chafe 1977, Givdn 197fi. Wild 1979). We discust it further 
below. 

*°See Gizdir ind Pullum 1981 ind FiU 1983. 

"The extension of the coherence conditiom to diicourte functionj is proposed by F^i- 
Fehri 1984 ind Abd*Rabbo 19Si. Ourvenion of this condition cia be fonnulited more 
precisely u followt. The extended coherence condition requires thit ill fonctiont in 
f-atracture be hcand. An irgnment function (thit u, i tnbcAtesorixible function tncJi 
M SU6J, OBJ, ODL) is bound If it is the irsximent of 4 prcdicitor (PR£D). An idijunct is 
bound If it occurs in in f-stmcture contiinms i PR£0. FmiUyi & topic or focus is bound 
whencvur it is fonctionilly identified with or miphoriciUy binds & bound function. 
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hinted m our tranah-.t ions. A. .uch. it i, freely orderable with respect to the 
subject and the VP. Thus, we repl«e (5) with the more accurate description 

(C) a. S (vp V J TOP: njvichi zi-ni-wi-l'dm-i aleiye 

bees SM-past.OM-bite-mdic hunters 
'The bees bit Ihem, the hunters.' 

b. (vp V 1 TOP S: y,m'4w4l'vim4 aleiye lyiSchi 

c. TOP (vp V ) S: aleiye rm'dwAl'vimi lyiSchi 

d. (vp V ) S TOP: rm'iwiU'vimi lyiSchi aleiye 

e. S TOP {vp V ]: lyiSchi aleiye rmUwAl'vima 

f. TOP S (vp V ]: aJeiye lyiSchi rmAwii'vima 

Although we have seen how the word order differences between (4) and 
(5) follow from (i).(T), we have yet to explain the central similarity: why 
does the anaphoric linkmg of topics to the argument structure look like 
agreement in Chichewa? More generally, why should pronommal anaphora 
so closely resemble agreement m some languages? There are two questions 
to be answered here: Brat, why is there gender class agreement between 
the topic NP and the mcorporated object pronoun? and second, why must 
the topic NP be anaphorically linked to an ineorpomted pronoun, which 
suspiciously resembles an agreement marker, rather than to an mdependent 
pronoun m the object NP position (as m the English example / love him 
dearly, rri]/ father)! 

The first question is how to account for the agreement m gender class 
between ths OM and the topic NP. The answer is straightforward: per- 
son, number, and gender are precisely the pronommal categories which uni- 
versally show agreement m anaphoric relations." Ajb we have already re- 
marked, typologists have long mamtamed that grammatical agreement sys- 
terns evolve historically from mcorporated deictic and anaphoric pronommal 
systems, explaining the fact that the categories of grammatical agreement 
are pronommal m nature." Chichewa clearly shows gender class agreement 
m both discourse anaphora and deixis. Consider first (7) and (8). 

(7) Ffsi anagiili chipiwa ku San Francisco drulo. 
hyena bought hat(7) m S.P. yesterday 

"TfcU olot it made U Givin 1979 utd Lthmum 1082, 188i. WhU* tb» catejoriei of 
ST»mnj»tie»J »ad M«phorie tptmoxA eobeld* b Chiche**, b lome Unsnkgc* tkey 
pmiiUy eUah. In Swiiili, for exixnple, »alia»cy b a e»ttgoiy of vsrb «grMmeirt tbkt 
overridei the gender eUii eatesoritt of nombkl concord (Bokwab* 198J). Lyoni 19«8 
pomtB oBt thkt the CEtegoriei of verb ijrMmeat la SwihlH corr*apoi4 to thote of 
pronombtl agreement rather than nombal concord. 

"See n. 2. 
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Madiulo anapfti hi S j Jose kumcn^ i-nS-k4-chf-gulfts& kw'd 
evening hc-went to San Jose where he-pst-goMt(7)-8ell to 
mI6nd& wi i m6jh, 
guard of hon. mayor 

*The hyena bought a hat m San FVancisco yesterday. In the evening 
he went to San Jose where he went to sell it to the mayor's guard.' 

(8) Fisi anagiild chip^wa ku San IVancisco dzulo. 
hyena bought hat(7) in S.F. yesterday 

*MadziiIo anapfti ku San Jose kum6n6 d-ni-ki-wd-gulftsd kw^d 
evening hc-went to S.J. where he-p8t.goit(2)-scll to 
ml6nd& wd i m^ya. 
gUEOxi of hon. mayor 

*The hyena bought a hat m San IVancisco yesterday. In the evening 
he went to San Jose where he went to sell it to the mayor's guard.' 

The mcorporated pronoun m (7) must agree m gender class with the an- 
tecedent chipiwa *hal' in a previous sentence in the discourse; (8) shows that 
the class 2 OM -wa-, which disagrees with the class 7 antecedent, ciinnot be 
used to establish the anaphoric relation. Observe that this anaphoric rela- 
tion crosses sentence boundaries m a discourse, and hence could not possibly 
be analyred a5 agreement m the sense of a local syntactic relation between 
a grammatical agreement marker on the verb and an argument of the verb. 
Consider now (9) and (10): 

(9) (pomtmg to a lion lymg on the ground) 
Uwu. 

this (class 3) 

(10) (pomtmg to a lion lymg on the ground) 
*Ichi. 

this (class 7) 

The word for lion, mkdngo^ belongs to gender class 3. Deixis to a lion re- 
quires the class 3 deictic pronommal form; the class 7 form shown m (10) 
would be used for deixis to a hat or some other thing whose corresponding 
noun belongs to daw 7. Again, these phenomena could not possibly be 
analyzed as syntactic agreement. Thus, the choice of agreement features of 
person, number, and gender m the anaphoric use of pronommals is mdepen- 
dently motivated, and need not— mdeed, should not— be accounted for by 
a sentence-internal syntactic agreement mechanism. 

The second question is how to explain the use of in >orporated pronouns 
to anaphoric ally link the topic NPs to the predicate argument structure. 
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It would Bcjim more natural (to the English 8pca)ier, at least) to uae aa 
independent pronoun m the object NP position (as in the English example / 
love him dtidrly, my father), establishing a clearly anaphoric relation which 
no one would take for yerb-object agreement. But naturabess apart, we 
need to explain the hypothesised anaphoric function of OM when a topic 
NP is present. The explanation lies in a fundamental typological difference 
between languages like Chichewa and languages like English. In Chichcwn, 
bdependent object pronouns arc used only to btroduce new topics or for 
contrast.^* This is shown b {11)-(14). 

(11) Ffsi anadyi chfmanga. A-ti-cbf-dya, anapfti ku San Francisco, 
hyena ate com(7) he-Berial-it(7)-eat he-went to S.P. 

*The hyena ate the com. Havbg eaten it, he went to S.F.' 

(12) Ffsi anady& chfmanga, A-t4-dy& icho, anapfti ku San Francisco, 
hyena ate com(7) he-serial-eat (7)it he-went to S.F. ^ 

*The hyena ate the com. Haybg eaten it (somethmg other than 
com), he went to S.F.' 

(13) Ffsi anady& mkingo. A-t&-\i-dya, anapftiku San Francisco, 
hyena ate lion(3) he-8erial-it(3)-eat he-went to S.P. 

*The hyena ate the lion. Havbg eaten it, he went to S.P.' 

(14) Ffsi anadyi mkibgo. A-t&-dy4 fwo, anapfti ku San Francisco, 
hyena ate lion(3) he-scrial-eat it(3) he-went to S.F. 

*The hyena ate the lion. Havbg eaten it (somethmg other than the 
lion), he went to S.F.' 

While the discourses b (11) and (13) are natural, those b (12) and (H) 
are bitarre. The bdependent pronouns are bterpreted as referring to topics 
not mentioned b the previous sentence, even though they agree with the 
objects of the previous sentences in person, number, and gender class. Note 
from the translations of (11) and (13) that this is not at all a property of 
the English pronombal system. 

Now within a sentence, the floatbg topic must be anaphorically bound to 
an argument b order to t<atisfy the extended coherence condition. Because 
of their contrastive discourse function, the bdependent pronoim objects of 
Chichewa cannot be used topic-anaphorically to satisfy this condition. As 
a result, sentences like the followbg are ungrammatical, although similar 
examples with, bdependent pronouns m English arc fine. 

'^Theee bdependent prononnt ue morphologic&U/ dltlbct from the teriet of demonrtr&- 
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(15) a. *?ink'dng6 uvni ffsi a-na-dj-^ fwo 

Iion(3) this hyena SM-rmpst-cat-indic it(3) 
*This lion, the hyena ate it.' 

b. •fisi a-na-dy-i fwo mk&ug6 uwu 

hyena SM-nnpst-eat-indic it(3) lion(3) this 
*Thc hyena ate it, this lion.' 

It appears that noncontrastivc anaphora to the topic, a comraunii:?*tive 
fiinction that is borne by mdependent syntactic pronouns in languages like 
English, is canied by the mcorporated object pronouns of languages, like 
Chichewa.'* 

We have now come to the conclusion that the OM, apparently an object 
agreement marker, is actually an mcorporated object pronoim which, may 
be anaphorically linked to a floatbg topic NP m the sentence. Our evi* 
dence has come from the mteractions of word order with verl^il agreement 
morphology." We have also drawn on research on typology a'ad di^iourse 
to answer the question of why pronombal anaphora to the topic should so 
closely resemble agreement. First, discourse anaphoric relations and even 
dcixis universally show agreement b the rcferentially classificatory cate- 
gories of person, number, and gender class, and these are also the ca'tcgories 
of grammatical agreement between a verb and its arguments, rcflectmg the 
historical derivation of many agreement systems from pronominal sifstems. 
Second, the mdependent object pronouns of ChicLewa have a conl:r;i3tive 
discourse iise that makes them incompatible with anaphora to thv i:opic, 
cither withm sentences or in discourses. Hence, the mcorporated pnDi.ouns 
are the onl.r pronombal objects that can serve to link the topic NP to the 
predicate ar^ment structure. 

These conclusions raise the theoretical question of how to distmgiiish 
agreement from mcorporated pronombal anaphora in principle. For exam- 
ple, we analyzed the SM marker differently from the OM marker, b assiuiibg 
that the former only optionally functions as a pronoun. But we could have 
analyzed the SKI simply as an bcorporated pronoun, like the OM. Wlut is 
the principied basis fo." choos mg between these alternatives? The answer 

"Sec BrcBnin and Mchombo to ippcir for rvidcnce from phnicfln*! retraction oi' high 
tone thjt the hP isrecins witK the OM liei outside of the vtrb phni5e. In their drtajJed 
rtady of tone in KiH*y», Byamwhcnso. Hymia, ind Tcnenbanm im dia/ovtred » sim- 
ilv phenomenon, from whici thev conceded thit the object marlen are u.'orpoi-ated 

'•in Brcsnan and Mchombo forthcoming e adduce farther evidence from the morphi-l- 
tVi "^T*** " 8cmanticB of the incorporated reflexnx pronoun, and in Brcraan ajid 
Mchombo to appear, we jivc' corroborating evidence from the interactions of tone viih 
phraae atmcture. 
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lies m the tlieoiy of &rgument fimctions and discourse functioni. 

2 Graimaatical vcrsm Anaphoric Agreement 
2.1 Locality 

Our theory tells ua th^it gr&mmaticiJ agreement relatious with non-controlled 
arguments can be distinguished from anaphoric agreement relations by lo- 
cality: only the anaphoric agreement relations can be nonlocal to the agree* 
bg predicator. The following reasoning supports this conclusion. First, 
only the argument functions, SUBJ, OBJ, etc., can be directly governed by 
predicators.*^ In order to satisfy the completeness and coherence conditioD3, 
such argument functions must be either expressed syntactically within the 
phrasal structures headed by the prcdicators, expressed morphologically on 
the head itself, or els« rcmam imexpresscd (that is, anaphorically or func- 
tionally controlled by nonlocal structures). Hence, the goYemmcnt relation 
between a verb and its noncontrolled arguments must be structurally local 
to the verb. But verbs can agree grammatically only with their governable 
arguments. Therefore, grammatical agreement between a verb and any of 
its noncontrolled arguments must be structurally local to the verb. 

In contrast, an mcorporated pronoxin is a referential argument itself gov- 
erned by the verb. By functional viniqueness, an external referential NP 
cannot also serve as that argument. Hence, such an external NP cannot be 
related to that argument position of the verb by government, but only by 
anaphora with the agreebg mcorporated pronoun. But anaphoric relations 
between (nonreflcxivc) prqnouns and their antecedents are in general nonlo- 
cal to sentence structure, sbce their primary functions belong to discourse. 

Because only the anaphoric agreement relations can be nonlocal to the 
agreebg predicator, we would expect thai the relation between the OM in 
Chichcwa and the floatbg NP with which it agrees can be nonlocal, if this 
is bdeed anaphoric agreement. This prediction is correct: 

(16) chigaw^^ngi ichi asilikilf i gAnyu a-na-\ii-4 

terrorist(7) this soldiers of temporary.work SM-rmpst-tell-bdic 

mtsogoleri wAthu kutf s-A-ngith.6 ku-chI-gwfr-» 

leader our that not-SM-be.ablc-subjn inf-0M(7)-catch-bdic 

*Thi8 terrorist, the mercenaries told our leader they cannot catch 

him.' 

In (16) the class 7 noun chigaioinga ^terrorist' is a floatbg topic NP three 
leveb of verbal embeddbg above the class 7 OM chi- that agrees with it. If 
we remove that OM, the sentence becomes ungrammatical: 
«'See Brctawi 1552b for tkt theory of sovern^bU fnnctioui twimed kew. 
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(17) ^chigawVngi ichi asilik&lf i ginyu a-ni-dr-A 

terrori3t(7) this soldiens of temporary.work SM-paat-tclI-indic 

ntsogolcri withu Initf 8-i-ngith-6 Vu-gwfr-a 

leader our that not-SM-bc.able-subjn inf-catch-indic 

*Thi8 terrorist the mercenarieB told oiir leader they cannot catch.' 

The ungrammaticality follows from the extended voherence condition, re- 
quiring the topic NP to be bound to a lexical predicate argument structure, 
and from a fact of Ghichcwa grammar, that topicalirations are constructed 
by anaphoric binding only, and not by functional identification." 

Not only can the floating topic NP be nonlocal from the OM that it is 
linked to, but the nonlocal topic shows the same ordering possibilities within 
its higher clause that we found when it occurred in a monoclausal sentence 
with the OM." Thus, the topic NP in (16) can also appear sentence-finally, 
as m (18)a, and after the highest subject, as m (18)b, but not rfter the main 
verb inside the VP, as in (18)c, exactly as our analysis in Section 1 (i)-(v) 
predicts: 

(18) a. asilik^Alf i g&nyu a*n&-dx-& mtsogoleri vrithu 

soldiers of temporary.work SM-past-tcll-indic leader our 

kutf s-i-ngith-6 ku-chf-gwfr-a chigaw^ngi ichi 

that not-SM-be.able-subjn inf-0M(7) -catch- indie terrorist(7) this 

*The mercenaries told our lea/ier that they cannot •'li him, this 

terrorist.' 

b, asilik'dlf i g&nyu chigaw6ng4 ichi a-n£-)i£-& 

soldiers of temporary.work tcrrorist(7) this SM-past-tell-indic 

mtsogoleri w£thu kutf s-&-ng&th-6 ku-chf-gwfr-a 

leader our that not-SM-be,able-subjn inf-0Li(7)-catch-indic 

c. *?a3ilik^Alf & ginyu a-ni-\ii-i chigawing& ichi 

soldiers of temporary.work SM-past-tell-indic terrorist(7) this 

mtsogoleri withu kutf s-i-ng4th-6 ku-chf-gwfr-a 

leader our that not-SM-be.able-subjn inf-0M(7)-catch-indic 

^'In cotttrtrt, En^lbH allonri both conrtntctioziJ, u we sec from the ^runmftticaJLity of 
both truislitions in (IC) uid (17). Dutu UB^aases yxxy in thb rtspect. For cxunple, 
Nortbem Sotbo ku both & prepoied topic NP with aaiphoric biadiiis to the object 
prefix, a prcposcd focoi NP with so object prefix (Loawrtns 1982), KLbttn^'ui, 
fpolcn in loathvertera Con^o (KiAihua), has & prtpoied focni NP conilroctloa with 
fto object prefix (Tailz4l& 1973), and Dzunba, ipoken in the Dqnator province of Z&Lrr, 
hut a prepoted topic NP conrtnsctioa with no object prt&x aj well aj a Uft-diilocated 
conrtnction with OM (Dokamba 1981)- 

**When two or more topici occor in the laae xnteuce, there appear to be tome con- 
fftraintx on their anaphoric reUtloni. Atthonsk we ha>*e not yet iovertigated theie In 
Chtchrik'a, nertittj conrtrainta un mnltlpte imaphoric bladlns of topici have been fonnd 
b Arabic (Aoan n.d., Abd-Rabbo 1984, FVui-Fehri 1984). 
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The Oofttmg topic NP can alw be generated m an mtemediate sentential 
clauw between the main clause and the embedded complement verb bearing 
the OM: 

(19) asilik^iH i gdnjru a-ni-\lt-i mtsogoleri withu bitf 

soldiers of temporary.work SM-past-tcll-indic leader our that 

chigawiugi icW B-&-ngith-6 ku•ch^•gw^^a 

terrorist(7) this not-SM-be.able-subjn inf-0M(7)-catch-mdic 

'The mercenaries told our leader that this terrorist, they cannot catch 

him.' 

But the topic NP cannot appear between the second rerb down and its 
infinitival complement: 

(20) ?*a8ilik^&l( i ginyu a-ni-iSi-i mtsogoleri w&thu kutf 
soldiers of temporaiy.work SM-past-tell-mdic leader our that 
8-4-ngith-< chigaw^ngi ichi ku-cW-gwfr-a 
not-SM-bc.able-subjn terrorist(7) this inf-0M(7)-catch-mdic 

**The mercenaries told our le^er that they cannot, this terrorist, 
catch him.' 

If wc assume that the inflnitiye is a direct VP complement to i-d-ngdih- 
€ 'not be able', not immediately dominated by an S node,^ our analysis 
predicts this result. The reason is that topic NPs are generated under S and 
not under VP. 

The followmg examples show that OM agreement is not only nonlocal, 
but has typical properties of pronommal relations, tiolatmg constraints on 
extraction (Ross 1967) and operator bmdmg (Higginbotham 1980): 

(21) a. chigaw'^ngi ichi ndi-ku-f\ini ku-di(wa ngati 

terroris^v?) this I-pres-want inf-know whether 
asilik&lf iiD}ini i-kiS-bi nkhiikii zith^i i-nga-f\in< 
soldiers who SM-pres-steal chickens our SM-may-wnnt 

ku-chf-gwfr-fts-& ntchfto 
inf-0M(7)-grab*causc-mdic work 

'This terrorist, I want to know whether the soldiers who arc steal- 
ing our chickens may want to make use of him.' 
b. chigaw'dngi ichi alenje a-a*t(-ts(m{kirira kutf 
terrorist this hunters 8M-perf-us- assure that 
maganito w6tf ^iltk^Jf iwa s-i-ngithi ku-chf-gwfra 
belief that soldiers these not-SM-be.able lnf-0M(7)-catch 

tinned la McHombo and MteaJ« 19W 
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not-SM-prcs-OM-givc fear 

*Thi8 terrorist, the hxinters hnvc assured xis that the belief that 
the soldiers cannot catch him docs not give them any worries.' 

C- am'dyf i mwdn& uyu i-ma-mu^rtSnra 
mother of child this SM-habit-OM- mistreat 
'The mother of this child mistreats him.' 

In contrast to the OM, which is not an agreement marker, but an incor- 
porated pronoim, the SM on our analysis it a third person agreement marker 
and oialy optionally pronominal. This implies that all simple Subject Verb 
sentences are functionally ambiguous: the apparent subject NP could either 
be a true subject with which the verb shows grammatical agreement, as m 
(22), or it could be a topic NP related by anaphoric agreement to the subject 
pronominal in the verb, as in (23). 

(22) 




288 



(23) 




A- 



\ 



V 



r\ 




In the former case, the lubject NP must be local to the yerb, but m the latter 
case, the floating topic NP maj be nonlocal to the Terb. Hence, we expect 
to find nonlocal subject &^ement as well as nonlocal object as;reement m 
Chichewa, and we do. In (24) the topic mkdngS uvju *this lion' appears 
three levels of embedding ab:;re Its Terb, m sentence-initial position in (24) 
following the highest subject m (24)b, and m sentence-final position m (24)c. 

(24) a. mlc&ng6 uwu, alenje a-ku-g&nft& kutf ^i-ma-flin& 

lion(3) this hunters 8M*prei-thin& that SM(d)-habit-want 
ku-gdm\il& njumbi ji mfiimu 
inf-pull.down houfe of chief 

'This lion, the htmters think that it w:mts tc pull down the chief's 
house.* 

b. alenje mk£ng6 uwu a-ku-ginfti kutf d-ma-f\Sn4 - 
himters lion(3) this SM-pres-think that SM(3)-habit-want 
ku-giim\S14 DTumbi ji mfiimu 

inf-pull.down house of chief 

c. alenje a-ku-«'^{t4 kutf '\S-ma-fdn4 
himters SM-prcs-think that SM(3)-habit-want 
ku-giim\il& njumbi ji mfiimu mking6 uwu 
inf-pull.down house of chief Iion(3) this 

In sum, we see that the SM can be used like the OM for nonlocal anaphora 
to the topic. Howeter, on our analysis the SM is ambiguous: m addition to 
bcmg an mcorporated pronommal, it can also be used as a true grammatical 
agreement marker, unlike the OM. Hence, we should expect asymmetries to 
arise between the patterns of subject agreement and object agreement. We 
take these up next. 
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2.2 Subject versus Topic 



When the SM is U5cd w a grammatical agreement marker, it agrees with 
a ncminal that baa tfcr SOBJ function; when the SM is used for anaphoric 
binding, its antecedent within the sentence has the TOP function. Thus 
the theory of functions should provide a basis for predicting and explaining 
certain syntactic differences between grammatical and anaphoric agreement. 

Grammatical functions in our theory can be partitioned into argument 
functions, such as SUBJ, OBJ, OBL(lique), and nonargumcni functiom, such 
as TOP, FOC, and ADJUNCT. Argument functions arc directly mapped onto 
seraantic thematic roles in lexical predicate argument structures. They 
senre to dnignate the participants in events in a cross-lexically invariant 
way (Simpson 1983). In contrast, nonargument functions, by the extended 
coherence condition, must be linked to other grammatical functions (or, in 
the case of adjuncts, must cooccur with a PRED attribute); hence nonar- 
gument functions are only mdirectly associated with predicate argument 
structure. They serve to structure the information^ content of an utterance 
so as io facilitate communication between the speaker and the hearer. A**gu- 
mcnt functions must be unique in their clauses, while nonargument functions 
may admit of multiple instances.^^ 

We will adopt 'chrcc postulates about the role of the TOP and FOC func- 
tions m the gram mars of natural language. First, in relative c/ouie* the rela- 
tive pronoun or rvlativired constituent universally bears the TOP function.^ 
For example, in (25) Meh is the topic of the clause vjkxeh you don't roant 

(2S) The car which you don*t want is a Renault. 



The car [which you don't want ] is a Renault 

TOPIC OBJ 

I ' 

The extcadcil coherence condition requires that, like the floatmg topic NP 
the relative fopi: be linked to t he lexical predicate argument structure either 

"MoltJple iB5t»ncM are expre.^ed in the fonn.l Unsnige of l«dc J.fnnction J jrimman 
by fte membership connecti« t (Kiph, Bre«»n 1982). Note tbit .ome mnltiple 
topict come from rt«led S rtmotnre. of the form S - NP, S, where NP b« the 
TOP fnnction «d S u an ADiUNCT (R«si-Fehri 193i). These rtmctnre. mabtain the 
nmqnene., of topici. Langnage, in whidi mnltiple grammatical focnvnoccnr in durter, 
of preposed mterrogatrve phrajet are diicnwed by W^chowitj I97< and Aderrcan 1981 
See Bremaa 1982a on the nonnniqnenea of adjunct*. 

"A similar proposal i, dne to Knno 197«, who «.e. the concept of 'theme'. Onr termi- 

Lti^i^r StuSt m"'*^' '''' 
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by functional '.dentification or by anaphoric binding. The former mode of 
linkage is subject to well-known extraction constramts." Second, in infcf 
rogative clauiet the interrogative pronoun or questioned constituent umver. 
sally beM» the FOO functiop.'* For example, m (2G) vhat is the focus of the 
clause vhat you want 

(26) I know what you want. 



I know [what you want 

FOCUS OBJ 
I 1 

Third, the same conatituent cannot be b-^th focus and topic of the same 
level of (functional) clause structure. Thus, m cleft eonttruction* the same 
phrase is mterprcied as both & focus and a topic, but at different levels oi 
embedding. For example, m (27) my cor is the focus of the main clause, and 
the relativized cbject is the topic of the embedded complement clause that 

■ 

you donH y^ant 

(27) It*8 my car that you don*t want. 

[It is nry car [that you don't want ]] 

FOCUS TOPIC OBJ 
I 1 I 1 



These three postulates ultimately derive from the theory of the role and 
mterpretation of these functions m discourse. For example, because the 
topic designates what is under discussion, whether previously mentioned or 
assumed m discourse, it is presupposed. The mterrogative focus designates 

*'See Silkl I9W for an cxpoiitioa of new vori on long-dUtance fanctlonU identification 
In Icxical-fanctlonU srammwr ind tzk extremely Intereitlng tpplicttlon to reUtMzttloa 
in J&p&nese. She alio ibows ihtX reUtMz&tioa is snbject to different conttnints from 
toplcali2»tion (tbematlzatlon) in coordbtte conrtmctioni, in tppwrent conflict tilth 
Knno'i 1970 bypotbeiii. However, ker evidence is conilrtent with tbe bypotbeib that 
the relatlvited element is tbe topic (or theme, la Knno's tenninoloyy), if we winme XhtX 
in J&p&n^se the mode of link&se cf topics differs in toplc&liz&tloni and reUtlve cUntei, 
u in f&ct it does in Chlchei^a. While OhlcheWa employs only an&phori^ binding of 
the floaticg topic, it employs bot^ anaphoric Ibding and fonctlonal identification of 
relative topics. 

■^For argnments that snpport this portnlate, see Dik 197S. See also Myers 1971 for 
evidence of a ri^bt focns position in Klhityn for both emphatic, or contrasthre, phrases 
and interrogative phrases. 
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what is not presupposed as known, and is contrasted with presupposed ma- 
terial. Hence, allowmg the same constituent to be both topic and focus 
of the same clause leads to inconsistent presuppositions.'' Until we have 
more explicit theories of the mterpretation of these functions m discourse, 
however, we will adopt the strategy of simply postulatbg properties of the 
grammaticized discourse functions m order to derive explicit predictions. 
We can then explain the contrasts between (28)a,b and between (29)a,b:*« 

(28) a. (Mary asked) what it was that FVed cooked, 
b. ??(Mary ate) what it was that Fred cooked. 

(29) a. (I asked) who it was that Marilyn suspected. 

b. ??(I met) the person who it was that Marilyn suspected. 

/oo^?*°T '^^ ^^^^^ "'''^ bterrogative clauses, while examples 
(28)b and (29)b contam a so-called headless and a headed relative clause, 
respectively. These examples show that although it b perfectly natural to 
question the clefted noun phrase b a cleft constructioa, it is much less 
«o to relatjvire ,t To see m detail why this is so, consider (30), which 
schematically displays the analysis of (29)a. 

(30) 

(i) the cleft construction: 



(ii) the interrogative clause: 



OBJ 
-I 



Here the cleft NP m (i) is questioned m (ii). Sbce the cleft NP >mA fT,. 
que^Uoned phrase both have POC functions! there is no vLS n of o^f pt 
tulate. But now consider (31), which schematically illustrates the analyl 

"T»li2xl» 1973 m»iet ihit point e=plicitly. 

"Sfbl mT'"" ""'"^ ^^"^ ^ ^ ^ B^ier 1970. See ^ 



292 



(31) 

(i) the cleft construction: 

[it was who C that Marilyn suspected ^3 
FOCUS TOPIC OSJ 



(ii) the relative clause: 

the person C who it was [ that Marilyn suspected ' 

TOPIC FOCUS TOPIC OBJ 
I I I 1 I— 

Here the cleft NP m (i) it relativitcd m (li). Smce the cleft NP has the 
FOC function and the relative pronoun, the TOP function, and smce these 
conflictmg discourse functions occur m the same level of functional clause 
structure, the result is ilWormcd. 

This theory leads us to the followmg five predictions about Chichewa, 
Prediction L In Chichewa, questioiis are formed with the question word 
m ;)lace m a within-clause position. In simple (nonclcft) interrogative clauses, 
there should therefore b* an agreement asymmetry between subjects and ob- 
jects: it should be possible to question the subject with SM but not the object 
with OM. The reason is that the OM is an mcorporated object pronoun, so 
an object question word m the same clause must be mterpreted as a floating 
topic NP anaphorically linked to the OM. But then the question word will be 
both FOO and TOP of the same clause, violatmg our third hypothesis about 
discourse functions. In contrast, the SM is an agreement marker for gram* 
matical subjects, and only optionally used as a referential pronoun. Thus 
the interrogative consituent can simply be the subject of the verb, without 
also being interpreted as TOP. These predictions are correct.^ 

(32) (Kodf) mu-ku-f\iQ-4 chfydni? 
Q you-pres-want-mdic what 
*What do you want?' 

ch^y^ni 3 3 
Q SUBJ FOCUS 

OBJ 



"a iimlUr uymmetry »ppem b KlH»y». Bennett 1977 obiervei b puibs tb»t ft 
qsertloa word eunot be nsed with the object pronosn prefbcei, bst It doei tppear with 
the isbjecl prefix. ThU U putlcBUib' btercitbg b the lljht of the tonal evidence for 
the pronombal itttot of the object prefixei la KiBtyk (a. IS). 
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(33) ??(Ko(lf) mu-ku-chf-fiin.& chfydni? 
Q 70u-prc8-OM(7)-want-indic what(7) 
*What do 70U want (Mt)?' 








C kodif C inu-ku-chl^-funa ] chfyani ] 
Q SUBJ OBJ FOCUS 

TOPIC function clash 

1 1 
anaphoric binding 






i 






..' 


(34) (Kodf) chijim chf-ni-6nek-a? 

Q what(7) SM(7)-past-happen-indic 
*What happened?' 

[ kodlT chl!yani chjf-ndil^ieka ] 

Q SUBJ SM 
1 1 






4 


1- 1 

granmatical agreement: 








In (34) the SM is interpreted as a grammatical agreement marker. The 
interpretation of the SM as an incorporated subject pronominal anaphorically 
linked to a topic NP b ruled out hj the same function clash that appears in 
(33)— namely, a single constituent is both a focus and a topic of the same 
clause: 

(35) 

C kodi' chily^mi [ chjf-n^r<^neka ] 1 
Q FOCUS SUBJ 
function clash --> TOPIC 

1 1 
anaphoric binding 






> 

* 

1 

i 


The functional junbiguit7 of subject-verb agreement saves the example hj 
providing the stnicture shown in (34). This is striking evidence for the 
difference between grammatical agreement, shown b7 the SM, and incorpo- 
rated pronominal anaphora, shown by the OM. It also shows that the SUBJ 
function IS grammatically distinguishable from the TOP function." 

Prediction II. Recallbg the nonlocality property of anaphoric agreement 
discussed above, we can derive a further prediction from our theorv- in 
"On* night wonder whether the rertrictioa on oM with mterrositrve. reflects » more 
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contra5t to local subjects, the nonlocal subjects described above should not 
belll.fomed-'^^ ^ **"^ ^'^^^^ 

(36) a. (Kodl) mu-ku-ftin-i kutf ddjiai chi-on5k-e? 

Q 7ou-pres-want-indic that what SM-happen-subjn 
'You want what to happen?' 

b. ??(Kodf) chf7ini mu-ku-fiin-d kutf chi-on8k-e? 
Q what 7ou-pres-want-indic that SM-happen-subjn 
'What do 70U want to happen?' 

In (36)a, cA<V<fni 'what' U a subjett questioned in place, and is grammatical 
for the same reason that (31) is. In (36)b, however, it is a Hoating topic, 
anaphoncall7 oound to the pronominal SM on the embedded verb. The TOP 
f^,V'°° *" 5f ""'P""^'"' ^'^^ ^ interrogative POC function, 80 the example 
IS Ill-formed." Thus, onl7 subjects locall7 governed by the verb can be 
questioned in non-deft constructions. 

Prediction ///. In the examples above, the question is formed with the 
question word eMydni in place. There is an alternative construction for 
questions in Chichewa, m which the question word is dcfted and the content 
of the question is expressed within a relative claus*. The relative clause 
may contam an OM to which the relative pronoun U anaphorically bound 
Because defting splits the FOC and TOP functions into two different clauses, 
our theory predicts that the subject-object asymmetry should disappear in 
these constructions, with both SM and OM possible within "the embedded 
clause.'" This predictioq is correct. 

The presence of the eomplemertber id-went to the Mbjeet jtp b imlev»nt to th« 
UI-fonaedneM of thu eximple, u one eui lee from the grimmitieiHty of ex«nple (51). 
'A» noted above (n. 23), Chidewi employ, two reUtivaatioi rtritfjiei-iniphorie 
bindms and fonetion*) IdentjBcition. Only with the former wUl the wymmetry dijip- 
peir. Smee the OM >• an Incorporated pronoas, the principle of fttnetional aniqneneii 
would preclude fnnctionaJ Identificatio. of the CM with »a object relative pronoun !a 
1 deft (or reUttve) conrtniction. It foUowi that in a Uajuaje which haj aa iacor- 
porated pronoun OM ind which empioyi only the functional identification rtratejy for 
rcl&tiviz&tion (at lem within the domain permitted by ul&nd conrtr»iaU-<f. dementi 
1985), no OM will appear in a cleft interrogative conrtniction qnertioninj th* object; 
Kihunj'an appean to be luch a laajuaje (T»iii»la 1973). 
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(37) Kodfndi cMjim cM-m^ini mii-kii-chf-fun-a^^ 

Q copula what(7) T-rel you-pre8-OM(7)-want-mdic 
*What is it that you want?' 



Q copula FCX::US [ TOPIC OBJ 1 

I 1 I ^ 



(38) Kodi ndi chfyini cM-mrini chf-ni-6nek-a 

Q copula what(7) 7-reI SM(7)-pa3t-happen-mdic 
'What is it that happened?' 

[ kodf ndi chfy^i [ chi-xrfone' chf-n^-oneka ]] 
Q copula FOCUS [ TOPIC SUBJ ] 



(39) (Kodf) ndi cbydni cH-m'^n^ o\i-k\i-fdn-& kutf chi-on^k-c? 

Q copula whal(7) 7-rel you-prcs-want-mdic that SM{7)-happen-subjn 
*What do you want to happen?' 

« 

[ kodi" ndi chfy^vni [ chr-mene' mu-ku- funaf [ kutx chi-onek-o ]]] 
Q copula FOCUS [ TOPIC [ SUBJ ' ]] 
I 1 1 

Prediction IV. It is a f\irther consequence of our theory that the subject- 
object a^ement asymme\^.ry found in simple questions should not appear 
m relative clauscs.^^ While the question word is a focus, and hence could 
not also be a topic in the came level of clause structure, the relative pronoun 
is a topic, and hence consistent with anaphoric bbding of both CM and SM. 
This prediction is correct. 

(40) munthu a-m^n^ ndf-niv-m\i-yindera 
person(l) 1-rcI I-past-OM(l)-visit 
*the person that I visited' 

^^Rel&tivT verbs in Chichew4 show aj» bitbl hi^h toae. S«e Mtetge in preparation for 
"Sc« note 30. 
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munthu [ am^n^ ndii'-n^-inu-y^ndera ] 
TOPIC OBJ 
I 1 



(41) munthu vm'dni 4-ni-ndI-y^ndera 
per«on(l) 1-rel SM(l)-pa8t-me-vi8it 
'the person that Tisited me' 

munthu [ am^no ^-n^-ndif-y/ndera ] 
TOPIC SUBJ 

Thui (40) and (41) contrast with the example* with both SU and CM 
given under the heading of Prediction I above. 

Prediction V. While both definite and bdefinite noun phrases can be 
used to reprewnt information previously mentioned b the discourse, and 
so can be linked anaphorically to the OM or SM as topic, idiomatic objects 
and cognate object, are usually not used m this way, perhaps because they 
merely elaborate on the meaubg of the verb. These NP. are therefore 
difficult to topically. In («)a, b6ndo 'knee' is an idiomatic °^J«t °f the 
verb .nong^oncza 'whisper to', yieldmg the meaning 'to feel remorse " The 
presence of OM makes the result bad, as b (.12)b. Yet the object can undergo 
passiviiation, as m (42)c, showbg that the SM, unlike the OM, senre, as a 
grammatical agreement marker. ^ 
(42) a. chifukw-i cki mwdno w4ke MaviSto tsdpdno 

because of rudene55 hit Mavuto now 

a-ku-n6ng'6niL-i b6ndo 

SM-pres-wnisperto-mdic knee 

•Became of his rudeness, Mavuto is now whispering ^to his knee 
(that is, feeling remorse).* 
b. ??chifukw& chi mw4no wike Mav\Sto ts6pino 
because of rudeness his Mavuto now 
a-ku-l{-n6ng'^6nis-i b6ndo 

SM-prcs-OM(5).whi8per.to.indic knce(5) ^ " ^ 

• Decaus^ofhis ruden ess Mavuto is now whispcrmg to it. his knee. 
"i^^e^bsUc^^kedbytheiiBtse of . perton .Utbs doabUa np hnssinj hli knee, 
with hU held bowed, whlipcrlng. 
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c. b<5nd6 Ii-nA.n6ng'6n(5i-Ww-» 
faee(5) SM(5).pa,t.whispcr.to-paM.mdic 
The Ime. wa3 whispered to (th.t i,. remorse wa, felt).' 
Similarly, m (43)a the verb ./oto 'dr*»m' 

•dream,'. Again the presence of the mT I . ' '"''^''> 
A.d again. Pasaivi.ation"? he ot^^^^^^^ ' " ^ 

ing that the SM. unlike the oL f^ltl " ^ 

marker. ' " ^ ^ammatical agreement 

(43) a. mlenje a.na.l6t.i maI6t6 6w6p5ya mfbi 

hunter SM-rmpst-dream-mdic dreama frightening night 
The hunter dreamed frightening dream, last nighr 

b. 77mlenje a-na-wi-Wt-i mal6t6 6w6p3ya uafku 

hunter SM.rmp5t.0M.dream-mdic dream, frightening night 
?The hunter dreamed them laat night, frighfening S,, 

c. mal6t6 6w6pirya a.na.l6t-idvT-i ndf mlenje usflni 

(44) mal6t6 awa mlenje a.na.wd-16t-i kasanu 

dreams these hunter SM-rmpst-OM-dream-bdic Bve-times 
These dreams, the hunter dreamed them five times.' 

(45) a. mfdmii i-ni-T(n-& chiw6da 

chief SM-past-dance-indic chiwoda 
'The chief danced the Chiwoda dance.' 

b. ??mfiimii i-nd-chf-vm-a chiwSda 

chief SM-pa3t.OM(7).dance.mdic chiwoda(7) 
*7The chief danced it. the Chiwoda dance.' 

c. chiwSda chi-nS-vfn.fdw-d ndf mf'vimu 
chiwoda(7) FM(7)-past.dance-pass.mdic by chief 
The Chiwoda dance was danced by the chief.' 
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Tbu3, if we awume that su ;« 
5 Oology 

wear to di,tlngui.h bcTn,orntcd aLllw """^ P^P""'" '^1 

IIT^L ^°Pior. to a to^ of anaphoric pro- 

je t pronoun.,. u«d to introduce new odL of/ ^^^cpcndcnt ob- 

Knmcyama 19S5 ha, ob«rvcd that I t ' * ""^'^"^ "vrpuacnt; 
tbat can be u,cd anapLric\,Ir thf'^''^'^ ^^d* °f P^nom.* 

bnvc le„ pionctlc content thi thc K/,TP^"''' °^ f-*"'. The forzn 
contract an,„ between umlrewed and «tL f ""'P'^' ^ ^ngh'^h the 
Utm between the bound pronombS J ^dependent pronoun,; in 

-^d mdep^dcnt pronoun,; and m JapaTc °1 '"'"^ '"^j"* 
'=dep=.dent pronoun,. Smce incomoraTed ± " P~'^°'°«'J» '^d 
bare le« phonetic content than mdTp 'ndenr ^""'^17 
Se«t, that the fundamental tylS 1° »ug' 
of independent pronoun, in Sf*! f' Tlf' the u,e. 

Chichewa employ, the morj>hTol7 «''">P'7 'bat 
nal argument, bto the IcxiTal t4ori^ tw"' '{''^'^'^^^'^^ Pronomi- 
*>-P0l0^cal property 'A. ..nol^^ro tl^nTT' '^'^ 

■Pro-Drop' (rerl„„„„ V .^.T .r?"""™ P'«Perty mu.. 
coruequent pronommal interp cla ion pi, ' °^ 'eith 
mcnt, are mcompatible with'^he cCnfn^'^^"^ Pronomn.1 ar^. 
functional uniquene«, and VTjT.Zf^"'! ''f "^'^^ wgmncnt, by 
£!^I«cd,_Weh^^ Ch SeVa ha, bL'^^ ^'^^ '"'"^^ can be 
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m the sense that the SM optionally, and the OM obligatorily, has pronommal 
function. 

Rrom the principle of functional uniqueness it also follows tLiat m lan- 
guaf-s with the pronommal bcorporation property, a verb or other head 
cannot govern the case of any referential nombab with which its bcor- 
porated pronouns agree. For if the bcorporated protoun is a rtjfercntial 
argument itself governed by the verb, then an external reicrcntia! NP can- 
not also serve as that argument, by functional uniqueness. Hence, such an 
external NP cannot be rcLted to that argument position of the verb by 
government, but only by anaphora with the agreebg bcorporated pronoun. 
But the categories of agreement m these anaphoric relations are universally 
the rcfercntially classificatory properties— person, number, and gender, but 
not grammatical case." For example, b She knowi I admire her and Sh 
tnjoy$ hcnclf, accusative her and herself tho^r person, numbe-, and gender 
agreement with their nombative antecedents she, but differ b grammatical 
case. Fassi-Fehri 1984 shows that b Arabic, bvariant case is associated 
with topic NPs that anaphorically bmd the bcorporated pronominal argu- 
ments of verbs, while case govenunent is associated with argument NPs that 
grammatically agree with the verb. His work strilbgly confirms the predic- 
tion that verbally governed case on the full nommal is bconsistent with the 
anaphoric linibg of the nombal to an bcorporated pronoun. 

Chichewa, of course, lades grammatical case-markbg of dependent nom- 
bals. The bdependent pronouns, for example, are invariant m form whether 
occuring as subjects, objects, or prepositional objects. We are therefore un- 
able to test C*^ctly the prediction that verbal case government is bcon- 
sistent with pronombal bcorporation b Chichewa. However, Chichewa is 
iypologizally consistent with our prediction. Nichols 198S proposes a typo- 
logical opposition between hcad-markbg languages, m which the relation 
of argiiments to predicators is registered on the prcdicator, and dependent- 
markbg languages, b which it is registered on the arguments (Nichols 1985, 
Van Valb 1985). Chichewa clearly exemplifies the head-markbg type. The 
reason that head-markbg languages do not show case government of depen- 
dent nombal arguments may simply be that head-markbg is a reflection of 
the pronombal bcorporation property.^* 

'*S<e Lehm&DD 19S2. 198i. In Wvlpiri momin&l adjnncti ihow cue concord witK the 
wsnmcnts they modify, bat these aoisia^J idjnccti ire nonreferentiil md we used to 
tttribate propertiei to the aisniaenU they concord with (Simpfon 19W: 252 ct puiim; 
Jeiinek 19Si). Cue ind nrt penon Agreement is ft generil property of nombftl adjanct 
ft|;Teement (Lchminn 1982| 1984). 

'^Nidiob 1985 notei the exiitence of Moable^markins* UnsTJis^ii whidi kive botk head- 
m&rkbs ud dependent^mr^king znorpholosy. Oar theory tj coniuUnt witk doable- 
markbi; is ft hutoricil devtlopmenti bat slroncfy conrtrftins the tynchromc anilysli of 
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property ^^ecd be 
the preface of p^dror^d thrK^^' 
markmg on nommaJsi, provided by ci f °^ ^"mmaticaJ cC 
°''«rve«; P en m Northern AuatraJia. Coleman 1985a 

No moiphologicaj mjvrkmz oeeii« „^ o 
moreover, word-order [^1^^ ^ °' 
«>eir Subject, and oy t ^ teI"r'"^^ 

icaJly they aJ,o f^^ctblTZr- 

(AiiaJytic prououn, may not be ZTT^^"^'"'"* 
excepf to mtroduce new topic, Z\ ^ -T"^^^ ^ '^"""^ 
between argument,.) ^ '"'^ '° P"''"^« deictic contrast 

Scel^TtlcoJe?^^^^^^ and grammatical 

obligatory, while the objec ^ret ' lfl ^'^^ ^ ^""P'-'"'^ 
con^-n, of ..our,e , Jence^^i^the SS' r.;;:^" -P'« 

P^rot;^^^^^^^^^^ - people, the 

argument is sentential ^fpicf ""'^"'^ '^"^ Object 

/nga 

•pun-pum/ 

lsgSubj.3sgObj.hit P,t Real 
'I hit him' 

/ngirra nga.pun.pmn/ 

a) that l,gSubj.3sgObj.hit Pet Real 
That (male one), I hit him' 

She then make, thi, remarkable ob,ervation: " . . 

^ct'r^t^' m^:^zsT' ^"^^'^ °' ^■'>- 

Topicmarkmg OA affi, 1 ° " que,tioned. the 

deLtions^ven abo^f^/f, """'^ « Predicted b; the 
— P:en_above_for the pragmatic notion, of Topic and 

or that „o„.i«u. woT;?„7f;, '"^^^^ 
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Focus \V^en he Subject argument is questioned, however, the 
bubject affix always occurs; this suggests that the SA affix does 
not necessarily function to mark the subject as a Topic For 
example: 

Questioning the Subject argument: 

/na-gaypi ia-ngun-pum/ 

(l)-who 3:^Subj-2sgObj-hit Pst Real 

*Who hit you?' 

Questioning the Object argument: 

/na-gaypi ki-pum/ 

(l)-who 2sgSubj-hit Pst Real 

'Who did you hit?' 

*/na-gaypi ki-pun-pum/ 

(l)-who 28gSubj-3sgObj-hit Pst Real 

'Who did you hit him?' 

These rcinarkable parallels between Chichewa and Kunparlang suggest that 
cue morphological mcorporation of pronouns into predicators represents a 
fundamental typological property from which a theory of grammatical struc- 
•ture and discourse functions can derive a variety of deeper characteristics. 

Another due that the pronommal mcorporation property may mdeed be 
typologically significant is provided by an observation of Chafe (1976: pp. 
37-8) about Iroquoian: 

In somfe languages, where the role of given nouns is captured 
primarily through agreement in the verb, mdependent pronouns 
appear to be used mainly to express a focus of contrast. In 
Seneca, for example, and in the Iroquois languages generally, a 
first person referent is normally expressed only through a verbal 
prefix. There is, however, a separate Seneca pronoun t'T which 
appears typically in sentences like: 

{' onono'td' kycthwas 
I potatoes I-plant 
I plant potatoes. 

The context might be, "Other people may plant other things, but 
..." This is clearly a contrastive fimction. The mdependent 
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p^nouns for other persons «nd gcndcn, ^ typicnllx used in the 
same way.'' 

The clustering of properties h« been ^^^^JX^^^^^^^^^ 

Cameroon, maj also be significant for ^jJP°^°^,^,/^ lacking 
nian ed. 1979. we sec '"^'^'.^^'^Z^J^'^U ZZ. ^ independent, be- 
the pronominal incorporation propertr- P"^" objects. There are 
conjoinable and separate rom thej rb br ^re ^J^^^^^^^ 

no pronominal prefixes on t^^J"^* J^"*' ' t^;,, that pro-drop is 
j.ct'(independcnt) pronouns -^^^"^^^^^^^^^^ forms for 

'rarely if ever used. Moreover. ^"jf.^tlike ^^^^^ ^hus. 
subject and nonsubject pronouns, '^^e^tmg ^ .^jy different in all three 
although Aghem is a I^-*^JXrr:>-^^^^^^ 'I' 

guished from grammatical ^'^^^-^^^^^tuoKdependent pronouns. 
Sree properties: the ^X^.^bX governed grammatic^ case 

the presence of pro-drop, and the l«f .^J^ ^„ ^te incorporated pro- 

^iing on the nominal that '^''P^^^'^^^^^g^^^ and Kunparlang thej 

» J k» Pn<«i-Fenn iVo*. 



as m Arabic, oait lu^^w • 
tribution. as found by Fassi-Fehn 1984. 

SonrccB of Variation 



position of the subject >s ^ ^^^^^^^^^^ tipic anaphorically linked to 
subject is really * P°»^P'*=t ^wtS U optionX pronominal, as ne have 
the subject agreement ^''j^'^^^^^ thlslbject in VP-final pos.- 

seen)." The latter analysis position the apparent subject 
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b ^tuallF a poatposed topic, and hence mcompatible with ttc qa~tion 
Ws FOC faction. But m Chichewa. the question word can foUo. the 

VP. 

(^6) (KodI) chi-n&-6n^k-& cUydni? 

Q SM(7)-pa3t-happen-mdic what(7) 

•What happened?' 

This confirms that the subject NP m Chichewa is unordered with respect to 

^'^^other alternative analysU is that both f^^Z 
postTosable. but the topic lies outside of the subject structure at a higher 

level of S (or S). 



U7) S — > NP » 

(t TOPIC) = 4, 

S — ^> NP 7 

(t SUBJ) = i 



VP 



confisuratioM in tlm "sy: 'ke choice W'""" " , . ^ e„piric»l 

.he VP. Oh thi. ,^J°LScct. The app».h. 

. b. gcacratcd b, ^y«mf the 6^1 S ^ "t^' j , 

-roaominally, as we have seen: 
(18) 

rs rs [S SM-OH-V ] TOP ] TOP 3 

„„„.c.cl. -pcsto, <^"'^^^^*-jtXitrcou.r»., predicts U..t in 
the subject is adjacent to the vr.uuT an , 
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such cases questioning the subject should be possible even when the subject 
is separated from the VP hj a topic NP. Obserre now that the question 
word subject can be separated from the yerb phrase hj a topic NP linked 
anaphorically to the OM. 

(49) a. (KodI) chi-ku-f-f\in-i mfcUr& ji mbewa chtjim (V TOP S) 
Q SM-pres-OM-want-mdic tails of mice what 
'What wants them, mouse taib?' 

b. (KodI) chfyini m(chfr& yi mbewa chi-ku-f-fdn-a (S TOP V] 
Q what tails of mice SM-pres-OM-want-mdic 
'What wants them, motise tails?' 

This confirms that the subject NP is at the same lerel as the topic NP, as 
m our analysis given m Section 1 (iv). 

We see, then, that there is good evidence for the analysis we gave m 
Section 1 (iv), m which the SUBJ and TOP NPs occur unordered at the same 
level of S(entcnce) structure. AJthough the SUBJ function is grammatically 
distbgxiishable from the TOP function m Chichewa, as we have seen, the 
subject NP is mdistmguishable from the topic NP m its phraic itructure 
properties.** 

Phrase structures on our theory, like word structures, vary across lan- 
guages. These art the grammatical structures that give external expression 
to the abstract functional structure; they are the phonologically interpreted 
structures. Therefore, wc expect other languages to fix properties of the 
phrasal structure that encodes the TOP function m different ways. Indeed, 
many Bantu languages differ from Chichewa m fixing the topic in sentence* 
initial position.'^ In such languages the OM will be m obvious complemen- 
tary distribution with the object NP in the verb phrase. The postposable 
topic construction that we find in Chichewa (and also in KiHaya (n. 16)) 
masks the pronominal status of the OM by giving the appearance of an 
agreement marker cooccurring with an object NP. 

In our theory, the difference between an incorporated object pronoxm and 
a grammatical object agreement marker is merely the presence or absence of 
the referential property, which is represented by the semantic PRED feature. 
There are exactly three possibilities that can arise: the PRED feature is 
obligatory, it is optional, or it is absent. In Chichewa, the OM illustrates 

"in onr theory, the phrue-rtncture propertiet m dbmlaesce, pncedence, and rtnctnrjj 
c&Ugory, u determined by word order, word rtr«ctnrt, the pott-Uxlc&l phonoIogicU * 
bterpret&tion of phruin;, and the like. G&m sov^ramfst, agreement, and aMphoxic 
bbdb; m detennbed at f*itracttrf . 

*^2xuapUt bclndt DuuaU (Bokunba 1075), Kik«y« (Bersvdl to apptu), and Klchisa 
(LioU Mo<hi, personal commnnlcation). Accordbg to Wald 1079, this conitractloa is 
the moft widespread and repreunts the older Banta patten. 



otil. PMD teatiw. Once th. PMn H ■ 7 P"i>«"»inal OM 
-illoc loose, p,„e„, .h. co.ccS;^ ^, oj". ■.t""'",™'' 

(50) a. Ardirima d-hd-d-.I/h-a mwaind 

Araarima SM-T/A-OM-feed-T/A child 
Araarima fed a child.' 

b. *Arddrima £-h6-I£h-a mwaini 
Araarima SM-T/A-feed-T/A child 

interrogative object as well. obligatory r/ith the 

(51) a. Ardirima a-n-lfh-fre mpinf 

Araarima SM-OM-fccd-T/A who 
*Who did Aarima feed?* 
b. *Ar^ma a-Kb-frc mpdnf 
Araarima SM-fccd-T/A who 

la standard Kiswahili, according to Bokamba IQRi fi, 
(52) 



*^The 'ea5on for thU U thit the valuet of tt^mmmle * 
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a. Maryamu a-H-wa-onyesha watoto kisu 
Maryamu SM-past-OM-show children knife 
^Maryamu showed the children a/the knife.' 

b. ^Maryamu a-li-onycsba watoto kisu. 
Maryamu SM-pa«t-OM-Bhow children knife 

In another context, Bokamba shows that the animate object can be ques- 
tioned in place in Kiswahili, and cooccurs with the OM: 

(53) a. Bakari a-na-wa-som-e-a watoto hadlthi maktaba-ni? 

Bakari SM-pres-OM-appl-mdic children stories library-loc 
'Bakari is reading stories to/for the children in/at the library.' 
b. Bakari a*na-wa-8om-e-a nani hadithi maktaba-ni? 
Bakari SM-pres-OM-appl-mdic who stories library-loc 
*To/for whom is Bakari reading stories in/at the library?' 

If these are true cases of grammatical object agreement, then our theory 
predicts a range.jof correlated phenomena, which future research must test. 

Finally, in some Bantu languages, an interrogative pattern occurs which 
seems at variance with that of Chichewa, in that the subject cannot be 
questioned in place. In Dxamba, for example, it is possible to question all 
VP constituents in place, but subjects cannot be questioned in the initial 
subject position (Dok-unba 1981). To question a subject, it is necessary 
to use a differ .iit construction altogether, based on a headed or headless 
relative clause: 

(54) a. 6-Ncbo a*imol*aki 6-Biko e*kondo ho mi 

*Nebo told Biko a story/tale today.' 

b. 6-Nebo a-imol-aki m&njl e-kondo loo mil 
*Nebo told who a story today?' 

c. *Nrinyf 6-wimol-aki 6-Biko e-kondo loo mil 
'Who told Biko astory/tale today? 

d. *6-Moto 6-wimol-aki 6-Biko e-kondo loo mi nzinyf? 
*The person who told Biko a story/tale today is who?' 

What could be the explanation for this pattern on our theory? Observe 
that precisely this rcsidt would follow if in such languages the sentence- 
initial position for the SUDJ function also had the TOP fxmction. Now in 
Diamba, unJike Chichewa, there are nominal preprefixes. Bokamba 1981 
has shown that these prefixes arc used to defin-tire noun phrases. They are 
obligatory on subjects and they are obligator]/ in topicalixations.'*^ 

*'lt would be fimplirtic, however, to Identify the prepreflxei wlely u topic mwken. For 
dlscQtsIoa of fome of the semuitic complexitief of their n*e In ChiOemb&, tee Gxv6m 
19C0. 
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In this way our theory of arjument and discourse functions may illu- 
mmate a range of variation. If „e looked only at the structural aspect, 
of agreement, the real gcneralirations would never emerge, because at that 
level the fa^ts conflict: object agreement occurs raith mtenxjgatives m Makua 
and Swahih but not m Chichewa and Dzamba; subjects can be questioned 
m place m Ch.chewa but not m Dramba; and so forth. At this level, the 
facts are chaotic. But once we Bee that each language encodes the same 
functions m slightly differing way,, the results appear totally predictable 

At the same time, our study mdicates that important parameters of 
change and variation lie m surface form-the external, phonologically mter- 
preted morphology and phrase structures. The pronommaj mcorporation 
property is such a parameter. Together with our postulatef about gram- 
matical theory and discouwe function, it appears to explain fundamental 
differences between syntactic structures organised by grammatical agree- 
ment with governed functions on the one hand, and, on the other, those 
organired by anaphoric agreement with discourse functions. 
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